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This study examined two of the social and psychological 
problems suffered by battered women, specifically, their low 
level of self-esteem and hostility. The purpose of this study 
was to determine if there was a difference in the level of 
self-esteem and hostility among battered and nonbattered 
women. 
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battered and thirty nonbattered women. The analysis consisted 
of percentages, frequencies, and a Chi-Square analysis. The 
results indicated that the two groups were dissimilar in their 
levels of self-esteem and hostility, and the Chi-Square 
analysis found a statistically significant difference between 
the two groups. In conclusion, the study found that battered 
women have lower self-esteem and higher levels of hostility 
than nonbattered women. 
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Domestic violence is a serious social problem in the 
United States. The American Medical Association estimates that 
almost 4 million women are victims of severe assaults by 
boyfriends and husbands each year, and about 1 in 4 women are 
likely to be abused by a partner in her lifetime (Swyer, 
Smokowski, Bricout, Wodarski, 1985). Further, it has been 
estimated that battery is the single most prevalent cause of 
injury to women, more than auto accidents, rapes, or muggings 
(Wood, Middleton, 1993). Statistics have revealed that a 
woman is battered every 15-18 seconds in the United States, 
and more than four million women are battered to death by 
their husbands or boyfriends each year (Black Women's Health, 
1999). 
In general, domestic violence occurs in every racial 
group. However, African American women suffer deadly violence 
from family members at rates decidedly higher than for other 
racial groups in the United States (Black Women's Health, 
1999). The violence suffered by African American women has not 
been adequately addressed in the social work literature. 
This study is an attempt to help bridge this gap in the 
social work literature. 
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Domestic violence is a dynamic process, often cited as 
having three phases in a cycle. The three phases are as 
follows: a) the tension building phase when the tension 
between the victim and perpetrator begins to increase; b) the 
actual battering phase, when the violence occurs; c) the 
honeymoon phase, when the batterer apologizes for his actions 
and makes promises that it will never occur again (Walker, 
1979) . 
The exposure to domestic violence can also affect the 
victim's self-esteem (Partnership Against Domestic Violence 
Information on Battering, 1999). The physical assault and 
having been exposed to violence will have a significant impact 
on battered womens self-concept and their level of 
self-esteem. The violent actions of the batterer and the sense 
of helplessness and vulnerability internalized by the victim 
may result in the victim developing a negative self-esteem. 
The development of such a negative self-esteem tends to be 
indicative of the reflected appraisals principle, a concept 
which indicates that people begin to perceive themselves as 
they think others perceive them (Rosenberg, 1979). 
Consequently, since the batterer viewed them as helpless, the 
victim of a battering incident may also view themselves as 
helpless and vulnerable which may lead to a significant degree 
of anger or frustration which may result in hostility. 
The most common factor in hostility is anger. Anger is 
merely an arousal state that is often instigated socially 
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(Averill, 1982). It is a fight response to some form of stress 
and is considered to be one of the most unhealthy emotions 
that one can experience (Cornelius, 1996). Some people who 
act-out aggressively tend to be responding to their feelings 
for the sole purpose of making themselves feel better or to 
achieve a goal, where others may act-out abruptly and without 
thought (Cornelius, 1996). 
A victim of domestic violence may accept or reject the 
evaluations that others may have of them. If they accept the 
evaluation of others, their self-esteem may suffer if the 
other person doe not think very highly of them. However, if 
the victim is able to reject the evaluations of others, 
especially if unjustly critical, their self-esteem may remain 
high and productive. However, after an incident of battering, 
the vulnerability and helplessness felt by the victim may lead 
to increased frustration or anger and result in acting-out or 
hostile behavior. 
The hostility exhibited by a battered woman may result in 
negative consequences for the victim and the target of their 
hostility. Consequently, it is very important for social 
workers to recognize the relationship of self-esteem to 
potential hostile attitudes and behavior in order to minimize 
this destructive form of behavior. 
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Statement of the Problem 
The problem addressed by this study is the relationship 
between hostility and the level of self-esteem among battered 
and nonbattered women. Victims of domestic violence may 
experience frustration, anger, and a diminished self-esteem 
which may result in hostility towards others. Hostility is 
extremely dysfunctional for both the individual and society as 
a whole and must be prevented or controlled, if possible. 
Victims of domestic violence who are already suffering from a 
sense of vulnerability, abuse, and a lowered sense of 
self-esteem need to learn styles of interactions that are 
complementary, mutually nurturing, and emotional1 y satisfying 
(Geller, 1992). Any level of hostility that the victim feels 
or expresses to others will hinder or prevent the battered 
woman from achieving her goals of attaining a new lifestyle 
without abusive relationships. 
Resear c h Question 
This study seeks to determine whether a relationship 
exists between hostility and the level of self-esteem among 
battered and nonbattered women. In effect, does the experience 
of a battering incident impact on their level of self-esteem 
to such an extent that it results in a pessimistic sense of 
self, leading to increased stress or frustration and a greater 
potential for hostile attitudes or behavior? 
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Significance and Purpose of the Study 
Domestic violence occurs in both urban and rural 
settings, to women young or old, single or married, and within 
all religious, racial, ethnic groups, and geographic locations 
(Black Women’’s Health, 1999). There is an extensive body of 
literature related to this phenomena, but the occurrence of 
domestic violence among African Americans has not been 
adequately studied, particularly in determining if there is a 
difference in the level of self-esteem and hostility among 
battered and nonbattered women. 
Social workers must consider hostile behavior 
inappropriate and dysfunctional, with serious consequences for 
both the perpetrator and the victim. Consequently, social 
workers have to be aware of all the contributing factors 
related to hostility exhibited by their clients for purposes 
of safety, intervention, and prevention. This study seeks to 
determine if there was a difference in the level of 
self-esteem and hostility in battered and nonbattered women. 
If such a relationship does exist, it becomes paramount for 
social workers to continually evaluate the clients level of 
self-esteem and use appropriate interventive methods to 
increase their self-esteem in order to reduce their level of 
felt hostility. 
CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This chapter contains literature related to domestic 
violence, self-esteem, and hostility. It also discusses the 
major theoretical framework and hypotheses of the study. 
Domestic Violence 
In America, domestic violence frequently occurs, it is 
widespread, underreported to police and health professionals, 
and creates long-term damaging effects on the victim and 
family unit as a whole. The damage inflicted on the victim by 
domestic violence can be very severe. According to the 
Department of Justice, if all domestic violence cases were 
reported, one third would be classified as felonies, two 
thirds would be identified as simple assaults, with up to half 
of them involving serious bodily injury (Biden, 1993). 
Domestic violence, partner abuse, and battering are 
defined as abuse committed by one adult against another with 
whom the abuser has or has had an intimate or romantic 
relationship (Emery, 1989). It is estimated that four million 
women are battered or assaulted annually, and that one-fourth 
of all women in the United States are abused during their 
lifetime. These statistics are borne out by the fact that 
nearly thirty-five percent of the women seeking treatment in 
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hospital emergency rooms were battered and forty percent were 
in abusive relationships (Riggs, Rothbaum, Foa, 1935). It is 
further estimated that battering could be the leading cause of 
injuries among women (Loring, Smith, 1994). 
Domestic violence is prevalent throughout our society. In 
1991, 21,000 female domestic crimes were reported to the 
police on a weekly basis. These numbers indicate that two 
million women are beaten by their husbands each year, an 
estimated average of 1 every 16 seconds (Meier, Zoeller, 
1995). In 1992, the United States Surgeon General declared 
that domestic violence had plateaued at an "epidemic 
proportion" in the United States. Further, the March of Dimes 
contends that battering is the prevailing cause of birth 
defects and infant mortality. It has been demonstrated that 
battery is a significant contributing factor in one-fourth of 
all female suicide attempts and in one-half of the suicide 
attempts made by African American women (Meier, Zoeller, 
1995). 
The victims of domestic violence suffer various physical 
and psychic affects. The physical injuries are in direct 
proportion to the type and severity of the physical assault. 
This ranges from mere pushing to punching, kicking, to murder. 
The psychic affects may be agitated depression, fatigue, 
restlessness, loss of appetite, sleep problems, and difficulty 
in problem-solving (Gel les, Straus, 1988). Further, the victim 
may feel chronic fear, anxiety, threats to physical integrity, 
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a sense of helplessness, or horror (Singer, Anglin, Song, 
Lunghofer, 1995). 
Domestic violence has a very long history, it has been 
documented as occurring in all cultures and societies. For 
example, evidence of domestic violence has been found in 
Egyptian mummies two to three thousand years old (Kashani, et. 
al., 1992). It has also been a common phenomena in the United 
States, often .justified through tradition, law, and custom. In 
the early years of the United States, with a basis in English 
Common Law, the legal system historically viewed women and 
children as the property of the male head of the household. 
The law allowed the male to use physical abuse as a means to 
control the other family members. The determining guideline 
was the "Rule of Thumb" law, which allowed a husband to beat 
his wife with a stick no wider than the circumference of his 
thumb (Steinmetz, 1986). 
In the mid-nineteenth century various states passed laws 
making wife-beating a punishable crime. However, society as a 
whole was slower in recognizing partner abuse as a social 
problem. Many people felt women consented to the abuse and 
that husbands had the right to control their wives through 
violence (Smolowe, 1994). During the 1970's, the feminist 
political movement gave rise to the concerns of domestic 
violence victims, establishing ■ what became known as the 
battered women's movement. It was during this time that 
shelters for victims of domestic violence were founded 
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throughout the country. Today, these shelters provide numerous 
services for the battered victim, including emergency 
hotlines, information and referral services, counseling, 
community education, and advocacy within social service and 
legal systems (State Justice Institute, 1993). 
There are many myths as to why domestic violence occurs. 
For example, the myths that only a small group of women are 
battered, that middle and upper class women and women in some 
ethnic groups are not battered, that battered women are 
uneducated or unskilled without resources to leave the 
batterer, that women like being beaten or abused, or they 
provoke the men, or they deserve to be beaten because they 
push the batterer past his breaking point (Gel 1er, 1992!» . 
In reality, women of all ethnic groups and socioeconomic 
levels suffer domestic violence. A battering incident may 
occur as part of an argument or without any provocation at 
all. Any woman is considered battered if they have endured one 
or more episodes of battery from a male or ex-partner (Loring, 
Smith, 1994>. One author listed the criteria for a diagnosis 
of being battered as follows: Explicit mention of having been 
injured by a significant other, evidence of injury by an 
unnamed other, injuries described as accidental, 
self-inflicted and such defined; mention of marital 
difficulties, vague psychosomatic complaints; abortion, 
miscarriage or premature labor, substance abuse, suicide 
attempts, depression, anxiety, psychosis, panic disorder and 
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post-traumatic stress disorder (Bower, 1995). 
Domestic violence is a dynami< process, often cited as 
having three phases in a cycle. These three phases are: a) the 
tension building phase when the tension between the victim and 
perpetrator begins to increase; to b) the actual battering 
phase, when the violence occurs; to c> the honeymoon phase, 
when the batterer apologizes for his actions and makes 
promises that it will never occur again (Walker, 1979). 
In the 1970's and 1980's, the concept of the battered 
woman's syndrome emerged. Today, it is often used as a 
psychiatric diagnosis or criminal defense. The criteria for 
this diagnosis requires the woman to experience severe 
symptoms after having been subjected to physical and or sexual 
battery and/or assault. Assault for this purpose is defined as 
an act by one person that creates a reasonable fear of 
imminent peril in the mind of another person when the apparent 
ability to cause bodily injury to the other is present. 
Battery is any intentional, offensive, nonconsensual act of 
touching, ranging from a brutal beating to rape. Battering is 
inclusive of but not limited to slapping, kicking, punching, 
hitting, stomping, shoving and sexual assault (Meier, Zoeller, 
1995) 
A victim of domestic violence that suffers from battered 
woman's syndrome often experiences a fight-or-f1ight response, 
changes in their cognitive abilities, judgement and memory. 
During the fight response, there is often increased anxiety, 
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faster heart rate and breathing, poor concentration, 
irritability, and recurring panic attacks. The flight response 
involves denial, repression, disassociation, minimization, and 
numbing of emotions. There is often a change in cognitive or 
thinking abilities, particularly where .judgment and memory 
pertain to psychological effects of the abuse. The victim may 
have frequent mental reexperiencing of the abuse, or have 
difficulty distinguishing between memories of past abuse and 
current threats, making her experience of fear and perception 
of danger more intense (Walker, 1995). Further effects of this 
violence often results in hypervigilance and arousal/avoidance 
symptoms. These symptoms include excessive startle reactions, 
intrusive thoughts, hopelessness, detachment, poor memory, 
loss of interest, labile affect, irritability, poor 
concentrât ion, depression, and avoiding trauma related factors 
(Foa, Riggs, Gershuny, 19951. 
Many battered women never leave their abuser. When 
questioned as to why they stay, battered women often report a 
fear of losing their children, fear of physical harm, love for 
their partner, being afraid of failure, religious beliefs, 
feeling helpless or guilty, or an inability to use resources 
to escape the abuse (NiCarthy, 1987). Further, they often 
report fears of being unable to make it on their own, fear of 
change or the unknown, fear of being without a mate, being too 
tired to do anything about the abuse, or wanting to keep the 
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violence a secret from their families or friends (Emery, 
1989). 
Many African American women find it harder to leave a 
battering relationship than White women. Explanations for this 
include: 1) Fewer options in their search for a marital 
partner; 2) a lower income level than White women; 3) a 
reluctance to call police for fear of racial injustice; and 
4) less availability of community support systems, such as 
shelters and other service programs (Black Women's Health, 
1999 >. 
The women that flee domestic violence often do so in fear 
for their lives, or to prevent killing their abuser. Two 
possibilities which are a real threat. One author reported 
that seventy-five percent of the women killed by their 
partners were murdered when they tried to leave and during the 
period of one year, 622 women killed their abuser (Browne, 
1987). When they do leave, often these women flee to a 
battered woman's shelter. These shelters are confidential 
safehouses that utilise crisis telephone hotlines for referral 
and intake purposes. The battered woman can report the abuse 
on the hotline and be transported to the shelter for safety 
and social support services. In these shelters, they receive 
counseling, peer support, and a chance to obtain a new 
perspective on their experiences and their lives. 
Domestic violence is a serious, prevalent social problem. 
Its roots date back to antiquity and until recently was 
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justified within society by custom and tradition. The effects 
of domestic violence on the victim and the family unit as a 
whole can be devastating, often resulting in physical injury 
or even death. The victim of domestic violence often has a 
difficult time leaving their abuser, but when they do leave 
they often flee to a battered woman's shelter. Although they 
may find safety and social support after fleeing their abuser, 
the victim of domestic violence must still contend with the 
lowered sense of self-esteem and hostile attitudes they 
acquired while suffering through an abusive relationship. This 
study attempts to determine whether there is a difference in 
the level of hostility and self-esteem felt by battered and 
nonbattered women. Social workers must be aware of the 
detrimental affects of hostile attitudes and hostile behavior 
for both the victim of domestic violence and society in 
general. 
Self-Esteem 
The concept of self-esteem relates to the global beliefs 
and feelings that individuals have about themselves, and being 
satisfied with and liking themselves (Burnett, 1994). 
Self-esteem has a global cognitive and affective/feeling 
orientation that focuses on how an individual feels about him 
or herself as a person (Burnett, 1994). In essence, 
self-esteem concerns how one perceives the self. This 
perception gives the individual a view of him or her and how 
he or she views the world with an objective, observable, and 
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physical dimension of self, how they begin to differentiate 
themselves from others, form opinions about themselves, and 
recognise that they are special (Smith, 1998). 
Self-esteem hinges on the interactions of a person with 
his or her peers and/or environment. It includes ones' status 
among his/her peers and his/her niche in their community. To 
have a sense of self-esteem is being competent socially, 
emotionally, and spiritually. Another factor of self-esteem 
encompasses how one is portrayed to others as an individual or 
a member of a particular group. It also entails the way a 
person is treated by others as well as the images and symbols 
used to represent him/her or their group (Nobles, 1973). 
People with high self-esteem are necessarily accepting of 
themselves, whereas low self-esteem is associated with the 
absence of such acceptances (Coopersmith, 1967). People with 
low self-esteem have a difficult time dealing with their 
experiences and their environment (Toch, 1969). Further, those 
individuals with low self-esteem have doubts about their own 
worth and behave inappropriately toward others, they make 
negative statements about family members and others, they tend 
to be aggressive, they bully friends, often express anger, and 
they are resistant to change because of their low self-esteem 
(Marks, 1993). In contrast, high self-esteem is associated 
with personal satisfaction and effective functioning. It is a 
personal .judgment of worthiness that is expressed in the 
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attitudes that individuals hold toward themselves 
(Coopersmith, 1967). 
There are two basic subsets of self-esteems general 
self-esteem and social self-esteem. General self-esteem is the 
aspect of self-esteem that refers to an individuals overall 
perception of their worth. Whereas, social self-esteem is the 
aspect of self-esteem that refers to an individuals 
perceptions of the quality of their relationship with their 
peers (Coopersmith, 1967). 
There are three components to a person's level of 
self-esteem: cognitive, affective, and evaluative. The 
cognitive component characterizes some parts of the self in 
descriptive terms, power, confidence, and agency. This 
involves questioning what kind of person they denote. 
Secondly, there is the affective element, which is the 
prevalence or degree of positiveness or negativeness attached 
to those facets identified. This is called high or low levels 
of self-esteem. Third, the evaluative element, which is an 
attribution of some level of worthiness according to an 
ideally held standard (Smelser, 19S9). 
There are many types of self-esteem. First is the global 
or overall sense of self-esteem which develops and is 
influenced within a social context. Second is a social 
self-esteem which indicates a person's perception of 
themselves as a friend to others. Third is an academic 
self-esteem, which is related to whether a person meets the 
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academie standards they have set for themselves. Fourth, is 
family self-esteem which involves the negative or positive 
feelings the individual experiences as members of their 
family. If the person feels loved and respected, and have 
certain duties that make them a viable member of their family, 
they usually have a high family self-esteem. 
Body image self-esteem entails a persons' satisfaction 
with the way they look and perform. For females, body image 
often involves actual thoughts about how their body 
development conforms to social standards. For males, body 
image perception often involves masculinity and sports 
ability. If both females and males are satisfied with the way 
their bodies look, they will more likely have a higher body 
self-esteem compared to their counterparts who are 
dissatisfied with their bodies. Finally, there is racial 
self-esteem. If the person has a sense of pride in their race 
and the accomplishments and the social standing of their race, 
they have a higher sense of racial self-esteem (Cross, 1989). 
One's level of self-esteem is very important. How a 
person perceives the self can determine the quality of their 
life and the quality of the interpersonal interactions they 
have with others. A high level of self-esteem provides a 
person with confidence, emotional strength, social acceptance, 
and the ability to take risks, achieve, and succeed 
CCoopersmith, 1967). Battered women who have suffered physical 
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and verbal abuse often suffer from a lowered sense of 
self-esteem. This low self-esteem has an impact on their sense 
of self, how they interact with others, and how they negotiate 
transactions within society. Consequently, social workers must 
evaluate a clients sense of self-esteem and seek to improve it 
in order to provide that client an opportunity to enhance and 
improve their life. 
Host ility 
It is very easy to become hostile, in fact, feeling 
hostile is as natural as of being thirsty (Allen, Haccoun, 
1976!). Hostility may range from a state of mild to extreme, 
and is generally associated to the level of anger one feels 
about a situation or towards another person (Bjorkvist, 1992). 
Other words associated with hostility are rage, fury, 
indignation, and wrath. A felt sense of hostility indicates 
that psychological or physical boundaries are being crossed 
against our wishes. These boundaries often involve having our 
children, family, community, or oneself threatened with harm 
(Aver ill, 1976). 
Further, hostility may be felt when our needs are not met 
for human dignity, respect of rights, or .justice, or when we 
become aware that any of these things have occurred in the 
present or past (Aver ill, DeWitt, Zimmer, 1978). A sense of 
hostility can promote change in a person's behavior or within 
society. It has the capacity to move a person into positive 
action against injustice and cruelty of all kinds. On the 
IB 
other hand, hostility can also increase interpersonal, social, 
or international conflict and result in physical violence, 
death or war (Foster, Lomas, 1987). 
Hostility, when carried to extremes is highly 
dysfunctional. It is acquired through observation of others, 
direct experience with positive and negative rein forcements, 
training or instruction, and bizarre beliefs (Breaslau, Davis, 
1996). Once established, people continue hostility for at 
least five different reasons: a) they enjoy inflicting injury 
on the victim; b) they avoid or encounter the aversive 
consequences of hostility by others; c) they receive injury or 
harm for not behaving in a hostile manner; d) their hostile 
behavior enables them to live up to personal standards of 
conduct; or e) they observe others receiving reward for 
hostile acts or punishment for nonhostile behavior (Feist, 
1985). A victim of domestic violence may engage in, or 
continue hostile behavior for any or all of the above 
reasons. 
Society tries to limit the amount of hostility expressed 
by individuals. These limitations are codified in law, based 
in tradition, or established through custom. Society has 
decreed that the individual never has the right to retaliate 
against another person. In law, only socially recognized 
institutions such as the police and the courts have the right 
to inflict punishment on offenders, regardless of how much the 
other person has offended you. By tradition and by church 
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custom, if offended the person is supposed to turn the other 
cheek and not respond in a hostile manner. Through norms and 
custom, women as a gender are expected to be docile and 
passive and not expected to respond to offenses either 
verbally or physically in a hostile way (Browne, 1987). 
For a woman who has been a victim of domestic violence, 
hostility from others can be particularly terrifying because, 
in past experience, it has always come to an aggressive, often 
violent conclusion. Further, it is equally, if not more 
threatening to acknowledge and begin looking at feelings of 
hostility within herself. To feel angry and hostile at another 
person often promotes a sense of repression and denial of many 
authentic feelings, especially in the battered woman. Any 
person who has suffered emotional, psychological, and physical 
violence, would normally feel an extreme level of anger and 
hostility at the injustice, pain, misery, and cruelty 
inflicted on them. However, for the battered woman to admit 
feelings of hostility would imply the need to take some form 
of action against the situation and the abuser. The battered 
woman in possible fear of losing her children, or losing 
financially or socially, often refuses to acknowledge her 
feelings of hostility and refuses to act to change her 
situât ion. 
The victim of domestic violence can respond to felt 
hostility in numerous ways. For example, she can spend her 
days frightened, with her feelings held rigidly in check. 
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These repressed and denied feelings of hostility can be held 
under rigid control for so long that the woman may feel unable 
to feel at all. Eventually, they may become so fearful that if 
they allow themselves to be in touch with the hostile 
feelings, they feel they will lose control totally and become 
violent toward the abuser (Frankenhaeuser, 1978). This is a 
real threat, many battered women kill their abuser (Browne, 
1987). 
Hostility is based in anger. Anger is a form of emotional 
energy that if suppressed will be turned inward and felt 
emotionally or physically. Anger turned inwardly is a primary 
cause of the extreme depression felt by so many abused women 
(Hokanson, Shetler, 1961). For the victim of domestic 
violence, hosti1ity should be handled by a recognition of the 
feeling. They should analyze the situation that is making them 
feel hostile, and find safe, socially approved ways of 
gradually releasing the hostility (Bjorkvist, 1992). The 
battered woman should surround herself with supportive people 
and avoid antagonistic people while working on this difficult 
issue. A shelter for battered women offers a way to obtain 
supportive peer group counseling and therapy which has been 
proven to be instrumental and successful in reducing levels of 
hostility in battered women. 
In summary, victims of domestic violence often suffer 
from a lowered sense of self-esteem and high levels of 
hostility. This low level of self-esteem may result in hostile 
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attitudes or hostile acting-out behavior. In order to counter 
these attitudes and behavior, a social worker may employ many 
methods to increase the victims low self-esteem. For example, 
they can help the client to think more positively about 
themselves, they can be taught how to cope with hardships in 
their daily lives, they can be taught social problem solving 
techniques, or promote positive feelings by monitoring the 
quality of statements that the client makes about themselves 
(Lerner, 1980). 
A social worker could also attempt to increase a clients 
sense of self-esteem by helping them practice self-control, to 
teach the client to think before they act. The purpose of this 
practice is to help the client consider the different outcomes 
of their behavior (Emery, 1989). Hostile behavior often 
results in negative consequences for both the perpetuator and 
victim. Hostile attitudes often result in a pessimistic and 
negative attitude about others and life in general. When the 
client takes steps toward self-evaluation and self-control by 
acknowledging their actions and the possible consequences of 
those actions, it can not only result in more appropriate 
behavior but a sense of accomplishment leading to a higher 
level of self-esteem. 
By teaching the cl ient any of these procedures, the 
social worker would begin to accentuate a positive attitude 
and decrease or change the hostility or negativity in the 
clients self-statements. Hopefully, by increasing the positive 
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self-statements, the hostile attitudes held by the client will 
decrease and result in higher levels of self-esteem. 
Major Theoretical Framework 
Domestic violence has a tremendous impact on the entire 
spectrum of the victim's life, including the spiritual, 
psychological, social and environmental aspects. Because of 
this all inclusive impact on the victim's life, there is no 
one single theoretical framework that adequately explains the 
phenomena of domestic violence. The theoretical perspective 
that currently comes closest to explaining this phenomena is 
the cognitive-behavioral theory. 
Cognitive-behavioral theory was developed in part from 
the social learning theory and cognitive theory. The social 
learning theory argues that most learning is gained by a 
person's perception and thinking about what they experience. 
It states that people learn by copying the example of others 
around them <Payne, 1997>. Cognitive theory argues that 
behavior is affected by perception or interpretation of the 
environment during the process of learning (Zarb, 1992). A 
major objective of cognitive therapy is to help clients gain 
a new perspective on their problems. Clients are taught how 
their cognitions can help explain the etiology and maintenance 
of their maladaptive emotional and behavioral responses <Zarb, 
1992). By use of this theory, clients are taught that 
cognitive change is of central importance in the therapeutic 
process. Once clients have grasped these points, they are more 
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likely to be motivated to engage in therapeutic interventions 
(Payne, 1987) 
Cognitive-behavioral therapeutic procedures focus on 
changing thoughts and feelings simultaneously, instead of as 
a precursor to changing behaviors (Payne, 1997). In cognitive 
behavioral approaches, targeted problem behaviors are 
specified precisely in operational terms, while seminal 
cognitions related to the problem behaviors are identified, 
since they function as stimuli in controlling the 
dysfunctional behaviors. Therapists use methods such as 
modeling, behavioral, and covert rehearsal during the 
therapeutic process to teach the client new coping skills 
(Zarb, 1992). 
Cognitive-behavioral therapies have been classified into 
four categories. The first category focuses on the client's 
coping skills which contain two elements, self-verbalization 
and the behavior that results. The second category emphasizes 
the client's problem-solving skills. In this category the 
clients are encouraged to grasp and define a problem, 
brainstorm on solutions to it, choose the best solution, plan 
ways of acting on it, and reviewing their progress. In the 
third category, cognitive restructuring helps the clients 
dispel thoughts of being unable to do something about their 
problems and enhance feelings of worthiness. Finally, the 
fourth category is founded on structural cognitive therapy 
which focuses on changing the way the client perceives their 
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self and their actions <Payne, 1997). 
Since previous studies have indicated that depression, 
stress and somatic complaints are the primary characteristic 
symptoms of abused women experiencing psychological distress, 
social workers must utilize an appropriate theoretical 
framework to address these problems. Cognitive behavioral 
theory is the appropriate perspective for use with this 
population. A social worker that utilizes a Cognitive 
behavioral theoretical framework with battered women would 
focus on their coping and problem-solving skills. This would 
be accomplished through the client's self-verbalization and 
ability to grasp and define a problem, choose the best 
solution, plan ways of acting on it, and review their 
progress. This process would create cognitive restructuring 
through helping the client to dispel thoughts of being unable 
to do something about their problem and enhance their sense of 
worthiness. 
In summary, the conclusions reached by the previous 
studies on domestic violence, self-esteem, and hostility were 
very significant. They demonstrated that a battered woman 
often suffers from numerous psychic and behavioral disorders. 
They also suggested that the extent and intensity of abuse or 
battering related trauma determines what degree of symptoms 
will be experienced by the victim, and that the psychological 
pain and trauma will impair the victim's mental and emotional 
functioning. 
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The Cognitive-behavior theory if applied by social 
workers when helping battered women would result in increased 
coping and problem-solving skills, a higher level of 
self-esteem, enhanced social functioning, and a higher quality 
of 1ife. 
Definition of Terms 
Battered Woman; A victim of domestic violence (Emery, 1989!» . 
Domestic Violences The abuse committed by one adult against 
another with whom the abuser has or has had an intimate or 
romantic relationship (Emery, 1989). 
Nonbattered Woman; A woman that is not a victim of domestic 
violence. 
Self-Esteems The global beliefs and feelings that individuals 
have about themselves, and being satisfied with and liking 
themselves (Burnett, 1994). 
Hosti1ity; Being opposed in feeling, action, or character, 
antagonistic or unfriendly (Webster's Dictionary, 1995). 
Hypotheses 
The null hypotheses of this study are as follows* 
Hypothesis Is There will be no statistically significant 
difference in the level of self-esteem of battered and 
nonbattered women. 
Hypothesis 2s There will be no statistically significant 





This study had a multigroup posttest-on1 y exploratory 
research design. This research design is appropriate because 
an exploratory study explores a research question about which 
little is already known, in order to uncover generalisations 
and develop hypotheses that can be investigated and tested 
later with more precise and complex designs and data gathering 
techniques (Grinnell, 1997). 
This study was undertaken to determine if there was a 
difference in the level of self-esteem and hostility in 
battered and nonbattered women. The study is based upon the 
assumption that battered women having experienced domestic 
violence will suffer from a lower level of self-esteem and a 
higher level of hostility than nonbattered women. 
Description of the Setting 
There are two groups of respondents in this study, 
battered and nonbattered women. The battered women reside in 
a battered woman's shelter managed by "The Partnership for 
Domestic Violence." This shelter is a fifty bed inpatient 
residential shelter for battered women and their children, 
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located in Atlanta, Georgia. Its location is confidential in 
order to provide safety for the residents from their abusers. 
The researcher is employed part-time in this shelter. 
The group of thirty nonbattered women of this study were 
selected from graduate students and faculty of the Clark 
Atlanta University, School of Social Work. This institution 
which is located in Atlanta, Georgia, is a United Methodist, 
denominational, private university which grants both 
undergraduate and graduate degrees. 
Sampling 
The population for this study are all battered and 
nonbattered women. The sampling units are thirty battered and 
thirty nonbattered women. A non-probability purposive sampling 
procedure was utilised for this study. The basis for selecting 
this procedure is that it can yield considerable data and 
allows for a selection of research participants who are known 
or .judged to be good sources of information when specifically 
sought out and selected for the sample (Grinnell, 1997). 
The sample for this study consisted of two groups, thirty 
battered and thirty nonbattered women. The sample of thirty 
battered women had all experienced an episode of domestic 
violence and been admitted to a battered woman's shelter. 
These respondents were all over the age of eighteen years old, 
of any race or social economic status. The primary reason for 
their selection as part of the sample was their status as a 
victim of domestic violence. 
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The thirty nonbattered women selected for this study were 
graduate students and faculty of the Clark Atlanta University 
School of Social Work. These respondents were all over the age 
of eighteen years old, primarily African American, with a 
middle class economic status. The reason for their selection 
as part of the sample was based on the assumption of the 
researcher that this sample would not have a history of having 
experienced domestic violence. 
Data Collection/Instrumentation Procedure 
This study utilized a self-administered, survey research 
questionnaire. The questionnaire in this study had four parts: 
First, a section for the respondent to indicate their personal 
information consisting of their age, gender, educational 
level, marital status, and race. The second section had two 
items related to domestic violence. These two sections were 
created by the author of the study. Third, a self-esteem 
questionnaire developed by Rosenberg (.1979), which consisted 
of ten items related to self-esteem, which the author of the 
questionnaire stated had face and content validity and a 
Chronbach's Alpha Reliability Index of .92, a high level of 
reliability. Fourth, asixty-six item questionnaire related to 
hostility, created by Arnold Buss and Ann Durkee <1993). These 
sixty-six items test seven different areas related to 
hostility: negativism, resentment, assault, suspicion, 
indirect hostility, ir r itab i-1 ity, and verbal hostility. These 
sections addressed the respondent's felt and expressed 
hostility through feelings and behavior. A Chronbach's Alpha 
Reliability Index was conducted on the items in this 
questionnaire with a result of .87, a moderate level of 
reliability. 
In order to conduct this study, the researcher selected 
thirty battered women residents of the battered woman's 
shelter who during a counseling session were asked to complete 
the questionnaires related to this study. There was no time 
limit when answering the questionnaires. Each respondent read 
and signed the consent form and then completed the 
questionnaires. After completing the questionnaires, they 
submitted them to the researcher and left the room. 
To collect the data from the nonbattered women selected 
for the sample, the researcher distributed the questionnaires 
during class periods to students and faculty, after having 
asked permission from the faculty member teaching the course. 
Each respondent read and signed the consent form and then 
completed the questionnaires. There was no time limit when 
answering the questionnaires. After completing the 
questionnaires, the respondents submitted them to the 
researcher. 
Data Analysis 
The data obtained in this study were coded into a 
computer and analyzed by the use of the statistical computer 
program Statistical Package for the Social Sciences. Windows. 
(SPSSWIN) (Nie, et. al., 1994). The statistical analysis 
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consisted of descriptive and inferential statistics. The 
descriptive statistics consisted of frequencies and 
percentages. The inferential statistics consisted of a 
Chi-Square analysis. The Chi-Square analysis was selected 
based on the non-probability sampling frame, and measurement 
of the variables at the nominal and ordinal level. The 
Chi-Square analysis was used to determine whether the specific 
values of the independent variable self-esteem tend to be 
associated with the values of the dependent variable 
hosti1ity. 
CHAPTER 4 
PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS 
This chapter contains the descriptive statistics of 
frequencies and percentages which were utilized to describe 
the data and the findings of the inferential statistical test, 
Chi-Square, which was utilized to test the two hypotheses of 
the study. The chapter is first organized by frequency 
distributions of the data related to the respondent 
demographics, their level of self-esteem, and hostility. The 
chapter then presents the Chi-Square analysis of the variables 
battering status; battered or nonbattered; and hostility. 
Table 1 
Demographic Frequency Distributions; Age (NH500 
Percentage N 
What is your ages 
18-22 12.9 6 
23-26 57. 1 28 
27-30 14.3 13 
31-36 5.2 4 
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Table 1 (Continued). 
Percentage N 
37-41 5.2 4 
42-60 5.3  5 
Total 100.0 60 
In regard to the respondents ages, twelve point nine 
percent were between the ages of 18 to 22 years old. 
Fifty-seven point one percent were between the ages of 23 to 
26 years old and fourteen point three percent were between the 
ages of 27 to 30 years old. Five point two percent were 
between the ages of 31 to 36 years old, five point two percent 
were between the ages of 37 to 41 years old, and five point 
three percent were between the ages of 42 and 60 years old. 
Table 2 
Demographic Frequency Distributions; Gender (N=60) 








Demographic Frequency Distributions» Educational Level (N^SO) 
Percentage N 
Educational Level: 
Below High school 10.0 6 
High school graduate 21.7 13 
Some college 8. 3 5 
College graduate 11.& 7 
Some graduate school 41.7 25 
Graduate degree 6.7  4 
Total 100.0 60 
Ten percent of the respondents had less than a high 
school education, twenty-one point seven percent were high 
school graduates, eight point three percent had some college 
education, eleven point six percent were college graduates, 
forty-one point seven percent had some graduate school 
education and six point seven percent had a graduate degree. 
34 
Table 4 
Demographic Frequency Pistributions: Marital Status <N=60) 
Percentage N 
Marital status: 
Single 76.7 46 
Married 16.7 10 
Divorced 6. 6  4 
Total 100.0 100 
Concerning marital status, seventy—six point seven 
percent of the respondents were single, sixteen point seven 
percent were married, and six point six percent were divorced. 
Table 5 
Demographic Frequency Distributions: Race (N=60) 
Percentage N 





African American 91.6 55 
Hispanic 1.7 1 
Asian 1.7  l 
Total 100.0 60 
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Five percent of the respondents were Caucasian, 
ninety-one point six percent were African American, while 
Hispanic and Asian respondents each comprised one point seven 
percent of the sample. 
Table 6 
Demographic Frequency Distributions; Battering Status (N»60:> 
Percentage N 
Have you ever been punched, slapped, kicked, hit by 
weapons or objects, or felt physically abused by someone with 
whom you were in a significant relationships 
Yes 50.0 30 
No 50.0 30 
Total 100.0 60 
In regard to whether the respondents had ever felt 
physically abused by someone vith whom they were in a 
significant relationship, fifty percent did feel abused and 
fifty percent did not. 
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Table 7 
Demographic Frequency Distributions; Battering Report <N=60.> 
Percentage N 
Have you ever reported being punched, slapped, kicked, hit by 
weapons or objects by a significant other to police or medical 
personnel : 
Yes 45.0 27 
No 55.0 33 
Total 100.0 60 
In regard to whether the respondents had reported being 
abused to police or medical personnel, forty-five percent had 
reported such abuse and fifty-five percent did not. 
Table 8 
Self-Esteem Frequency Distributions (N^SCO 
Percentage N 
On the whole, I a satisfied with myself: 
Strongly agree 25.0 15 
Agree 25.0 15 
Disagree 31.7 19 
Strongly Disagree 18.3 11 
Total 100.0 60 
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Fifty percent of the respondents were satisfied with 
themselves, fifty percent were not. 
Table 9 
Self-Esteem Frequency Distributions (N=60) 
Percentage N 
At times, I think I am not good at al 1 : 
Strongly agree 23.3 14 
Agree 26. 7 16 
Disagree 31.7 19 
Strongly Disagree IB.3 11 
Total 100.0 60 
Fifty percent of the respondents agreed that they 
were not good, and fifty percent reported they are good. 
Table 10 
Self-Esteem Frequency Distributions <N=60!> 
Percentage N 
I feel that I have a number of good qualities: 
Strongly agree 11.7 7 
Agree 35.0 21 
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Table 10 (Continued). 
Percentage N 
Disagree 36.6 22 
Strongly Disagree 16.7 10 
Total 100.0 60 
Forty-six point seven percent of the respondents agree 
that they have a number of good qualities. Fifty-three point 
three percent do not feel they have good qualities. 
Table 11 
Self-Esteem Frequency Distributions (N=60) 
Percentage N 
I am able to do things as well as most other people: 
Strongly agree 15.0 9 
Agree 38.3 23 
Disagree 35.0 21 
Strongly Disagree 11.7 7 
Total 100.0 60 
Fifty-three point three percent of the respondents feel 
they are able to do things as well as most other people. 
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Forty-six point seven percent do not believe they can do 
things as well as most other people. 
Table 12 
Self-Esteem Frequency Distributions (N=60) 
Percentage N 
I feel I do not have much to be proud of: 
Strongly agree 26.7 16 
Agree 31.7 19 
Disagree 28. 3 17 
Strongly Disagree 13.3 B 
Total 100.0 60 
Fifty-eight point four percent of the respondents agreed 
that they do not have much to be proud of, forty-one point six 








feel useless at times: 
agree 18. 3 11 
Agree 21.7 13 
Disagree 58.3 35 
Strongly Disagree 1.7  1. 
Total 100.0 60 
Forty percent of the respondents agreed with 
feeling useless at times, sixty percent did not. 
Table 14 
Self-Esteem Frequency Distributions (N^feO) 
Percentage N 
I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least on an equal plane 
with others. 
Strongly agree 3.3 2 
Agree 11.7 7 
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Table 14 (Continued). 
Percentage N 
Disagree 53.3 32 
Strongly Disagree 31.7 19 
Total 100.0 60 
Fifteen percent of the respondents feel they are a 
person of worth, but eighty-five percent did not feel they are 
a person of worth. 
Table 15 
Self-Esteem Frequency Distributions <N«*60) 
Percentage N 




Agree 41.7 25 
Disagree 25.0 15 
Strongly Disagree 11.6  7 
Total 100.0 60 
Sixty-three point four percent of the respondents wished 
they could have more respect for themselves, thirty-six point 




Self-Esteem Frequency Distributions (N=6Q> 
Percentage N 






feel that I am a failure: 





Thirty-six point six percent of the respondents agreed 
that they are inclined to feel like a failure, sixty-three 
point three percent did not. 
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Table 17 
Self-Esteem Frequency Distributions <N=6Q) 
Percentage N 




Agree 33.3 20 
Disagree 26.7 16 
Strongly Disagree 5. 0 3 
Total 100.0 60 
Sixty-eight point three percent of the respondents agreed 
that they take a positive attitude toward themselves. 
Thirty-one point seven percent disagreed. 
Table 18 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=60!> 
Percentage N 
Unless somebody asks me in a nice way, I won't do what 
they want. 
True 61.7 37 
F al se 38.3 23 
Total 100.0 60 
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Sixty-one point seven percent of the respondents will do 
what others want when asked nicely, thirty-eight point three 
percent won't cooperate. 
Table 19 
Hostility Frequency Distributions CN^&CO 
Percentage N 
I don't seem to get what's coming to me. 
True 51.7 31 
False 48.3 29 
Total 100.0 60 
Fifty-one point seven percent of the respondents do not 
feel they get what's coming to them, forty-eight point three 
percent do feel they get what's coming to them. 
Table 20 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <1^60) 
Percentage N 
I sometimes spread gossip about people I don't like. 
True 31.7 19 
False 68.3 41 
Total 100.0 60 
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Thirty-one point seven percent of the respondents spread 
gossip about people they don't like, sixty-eight point three 
percent do not. 
Table 21 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N—60) 
Per c entage N 
Once in a while I cannot control my urge to harm others. 
True 23.3 14 
Fal se 76.7 46 
Total 100.0 60 
Twenty-three point three percent of the respondents 
cannot control their urge to harm others, seventy -six point 
seven percent can control their urge to harm others. 
Table 22 
Hostility Freouency Distributions <N»=60) 
Percentage N 
I know that people tend to talk about me behind my back. 
True 31.7 19 
F aise 68.3 41 
Total 100.0 60 
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Thirty-one point seven percent of the respondents feel 
people talk about them behind their back, sixty-eight point 
three percent do not. 
Table 23 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60) 
Percentage N 
I 1 ose my temper easily but get over it quickly. 
True 23.3 14 
Fal se 76.7 46 
Total 100.0 60 
Twenty—three point threee percent of the respondents lose 
their temper easily but get over it quickly, but seventy-six 
point seven percent do not. 
Table 24 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60) 
Percentage N 
When I disapprove of my friends' behavior,I let them know 
True 58.3 35 
F al se 41.7 25 
Total 100.0 60 
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Fifty-eight point three percent of the respondents let 
their friends know when they disapprove of their behavior, 
forty-one point seven percent do not. 
Table 25 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=60) 
Percentage N 
When someone makes a rule I don't like, I am tempted to 
break it. 
True 55.0 33 
Fal se 45.0 27 
Total 100.0 60 
Fifty-five percent of the respondents break rules they 
don't like, forty-five percent do not. 
Table 26 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60) 
Percentage N 
Other people always seem to get the breaks. 
True 41.7 25 
F al se 58.3 35 
Total 100.0 60 
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Forty-one point seven percent of the respondents feel 
others get the breaks, fifty-eight point three percent do not. 
Table 27 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N~60I> 
Percentage N 
I never get mad enough to throw things. 
True 56.7 34 
False 43.3 26 
Total 100.0 60 
Fifty-six point seven percent of the respondents never 
get mad enough to throw things, forty-three point three 
percent do get mad enough to throw things. 
Table 28 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (Nic60) 
Percentage N 
I can think of no good reason for ever hitting anyone. 
True 70.0 42 
False 30.0 18 
Total 100.0 60 
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Seventy percent of the respondents can think of no reason 
to hit others, thirty percent can think of a reason to hit 
others. 
Table 29 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=60) 
Percentage N 
I tend to be on my guard with people who are somewhat more 
friendly than I expected. 
True 65.0 39 
Fal se 35.0 21 
Total 100.0 60 
Sixty-five percent of the respondents tend to be on guard 
with friendly people, thirty-five percent do not. 
Table 30 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=60) 
Percentage N 
am always patient with others. 
True 53.3 32 
Fal se 46.7 28 
Total 100.0 60 
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Fifty-three point three percent of the respondents are 
patient with others, forty-six point seven percent are not. 
Table 31 
Hostility Frequency Distributions tN=60) 
Percentage N 
I often find myself disagreeing with people. 
True 48.3 29 
F al se 51.7 31 
Total 100.0 60 
Forty—eight point three percent of the respondents often 
disagree with others, fifty-one point seven percent do not. 
Table 32 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N^60> 
Percentage N 
When someone is bossy, I do the opposite of what he/she asks. 
True 48.3 29 
Fal se 51.7 31 
Total 100.0 60 
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Forty-eight point three percent of the respondents do the 
opposite of bossy people, fifty-one point seven percent will 
cooperate. 
Table 33 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=60) 
Percentage N 
When I look back on what's happened t o me, I can't help 
feeling mildly resentful. 
True 46.7 28 
F al se 53.3 32 
Total 100.0 60 
Forty-six point seven percent of the respondents feel 
resentful with what has happened to them, fifty-three point 
three percent do not feel resentful. 
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Table 34 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60:> 
Percentage N 
When I am mad, I sometimes slam doors. 
True 45.0 27 
False 55.0 33 
Total 100.0 60 
Forty-five percent of the respondents slam doors when 
mad, fifty-five percent do not. 
Table 35 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N«=60) 
Percentage N 
If somebody hits me first, I let him/her have it. 
True 20.0 12 
False 80.0 48 
Total 100.0 60 
Twenty percent of the respondents will hit someone if 
they are hit first, eighty percent will not. 
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Table 36 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=6C>:> 
Percentage N 
There are a number of people who seem to dislike me very much. 
True 35.0 21 
False 65.0 39 
Total 100.0 60 
Thirty-five percent of the respondents feel there are a 
number of people who dislike them, sixty-five percent do not. 
Table 37 
Hosti1 itv Frequency Distributions <N=60> 
Percentage N 
I am irritated a great deal more than people are aware of. 
True 58.3 35 
F aise 41.7 25 
Total 100.0 60 
Fifty-eight point three percent of the respondents are 




Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60:> 
Percentage N 
I can't help getting into arguments with people when they 
disagree with me. 
True 40.0 24 
False 60.0 36 
Total 100.0 60 
Forty percent of the respondents often get into 
arguments with people who disagree with them, sixty percent do 
not. 
Table 39 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=6C>) 
Percentage N 
When people are bossy, I take my time Just to show them. 
True 36.7 22 
Fal se 63.3 38 
Total 100.0 60 
Thirty-six point seven percent of the respondents resist 
bossy people, sixty-three point three percent do not 
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Table 40 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60> 
Percentage N 
Almost every week I see someone I dislike. 
True 16.7 10 
Fal se 83.3 50 
Total 100.0 60 
Sixteen point seven percent of the respondents often see 
someone they dislike, eighty-three point three percent do not. 
Table 41 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (JNN6ÇO 
Percentage N 




False 16.7 10 
Total 100.0 60 
Eighty-three point three percent of the respondents never 




Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=60) 
Percentage N 
Whoever insults me or my family is asking for a fight. 
True 46.7 28 
False 53.3 32 
Total 100.0 60 
Forty-six point seven percent of the respondents will 
fight when insulted, fifty-three point three percent will not. 
Table 43 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=6Q) 
Percentage N 
There are a number of people who seem to be .jealous of me. 
True 56.7 34 
False 43.S 26 
Total 100.0 60 
Fifty-six point seven percent of the respondents feel 




Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60> 
Percentage N 
It makes my blood boil to have somebody make fun of me. 
True 35.0 21 
False 65.0 39 
Total 100.0 60 
Thirty-five percent of the respondents become very angry 
when people make fun of them, sixty-five percent do not. 
Table 45 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60) 
Percentage N 
I demand that people respect my rights. 
True 73.3 44 
False 26.7 16 
Total 100.0 60 
Seventy-three point three percent of the respondents 
demand that people respect their rights, twenty-six point 
seven percent do not. 
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Table 46 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (Ng=60) 
Percentage N 
Occasionally when I am mad at someone I will give him/her the 
silent treatment. 
True 91.7 55 
False 8.3  5 
Total 100.0 60 
Ninety-one point seven percent of the respondents will 
ignore others when mad, eight point three percent will not. 
Table 47 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=60> 
Percentage N 
Although I don't show it, I am sometimes eaten up with 
.jealousy. 
True 0.0 0 
False 100.0 60 
Total 100.0 60 




Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60:> 
Percentage N 
When I am angry, I sometimes sulk. 
True 63.3 38 
Fal se 36. 7 22 
Total 100.0 60 
Sixty-three point three percent of the respondents admit 
to sulking when angry, thirty-six point seven percent deny it. 
Table 49 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60) 
Percentage N 
People who continually pester you are asking for a punch in 
the nose. 
True 15.0 9 
False 85.0 51 
Total 100.0 60 
Fifteen percent of the respondents will fight when 
pestered, eighty-five percent will not. 
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Table 50 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=60) 
Percentage N 
I sometimes have the feeling that others are laughing at me. 
T r u 40.0 24 
False 60.0 36 
Total 100.0 60 
Forty percent of the respondents feel others laugh at 
them, sixty percent do not. 
Table 51 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=6Q) 
Percentage N 
If someone doesn't treat me right, I don't let it annoy me. 
True 45.0 27 
False 55.0 33 
Total 100.0 60 
Forty-five percent of the respondents do not get annoyed 
when mistreated, fifty-five percent do become annoyed 
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Table 52 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N^60) 
Percentage N 
Even when my anger is aroused, I don't use strong language. 
True 76.7 46 
false 23.3 14 
Total 100.0 60 
When angry, seventy-six point seven percent of the 
respondents will curse. Twenty-three point three percent will 
not curse when mad. 
Table 53 
Hostility Frequency Distributions CN=60) 
Percentage N 
I don't know any people that I downright hate. 
True 68.3 41 
F al se 31.7 19 
Total 100.0 60 
Sixty-eight point three percent of the respondents know 
people they hate, thirty-one point seven percent do not. 
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Table 54 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60) 
Percentage N 
I sometimes pout when I don't get my own way. 
True 63.3 38 
Fal se 36.7 22 
Total 100.0 60 
Sixty-three point three percent of the respondents will 
pout when they don't get their own way, thirty-six percent 
seven percent do not pout. 
Table 55 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=60:> 
Percentage N 
I seldom strike back, even if someone hits me first. 
True 88.3 53 
False 11.7  7 
Total 100.0 60 
Eighty-eight point three percent of the respondents will 
fight when hit, eleven point seven percent will not 
63 
Table 56 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=60) 
Percentage N 
My motto is "never trust strangers". 
True 46.7 28 
False 53.3 32 
Total 100.0 60 
Forty-six point seven percent of the respondents do not 
trust strangers, fifty-three point three percent do trust 
strangers. 
Table 57 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60) 
Percentage N 
Sometimes people bother me by .just being around. 
True 46.7 28 
Fal se 53.3 32 
Total 100.0 60 
Forty- -six point seven percent of the respondents are 




Hostility Frequency Distributions <N»=60) 
Percentage N 
If somebody annoys me, I am apt to tell him/her what 1 think 
of him/her. 
True 20.0 12 
False 80.0 48 
Total 100.0 60 
Twenty percent of the respondents tel 1 others what they 
think of them, eighty percent do not. 
Table 59 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=60!> 
Percentage N 
If I let people see the way I feel, I'd be considered a hard 
person to get along with. 
True 33.3 20 
False 66.7 40 
Total 100.0 60 
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Thirty-three point three percent of the respondents don't 
let others see how they feel, sixty-six point seven percent do 
let others know how they feel. 
Table 60 
Hostility Freauencv Distributions <Njg60> 
Percentage N 
Since the age of ten, I have never had a temper tantrum. 
True 85.0 51 
False 15.0  9 
Total 100.0 60 
Eighty-five percent of the respondents have never had a 
temper tantrum, fifteen percent have had temper tantrums. 
Table 61 
Hostility Freauencv Distributions (N=60.'> 
Percentage N 
When I really lose my temper, I am capable of slapping 
soni@on6 ■ 
True 26.7 16 
False 73.3 44 
Total 100.0 60 
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Twenty-six point seven percent of the respondents feel 
capable of slapping others when angry, seventy-three point 
three percent do not. 
Table 62 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60) 
Percentage N 
I commonly wonder what hidden reason 
for doing something nice for me. 
another person may have 
True 80.0 48 
F al se 20.0 12 
Total 100.0 60 
Eighty percent of the respondents mistrust others when 
treated nicely, twenty percent do not mistrust others. 
Table 63 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60) 
Percentage N 
I often feel like a powder keg ready to explode. 
True 26.7 16 
False 73.3 44 
Total 100.0 60 
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Twenty-six point seven percent of the respondents often 
feel angry, seventy-three point three percent do not. 
Table 64 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60:> 
Percentage N 
When people yell at me, I yell back. 
True 46.7 28 
False 53.3 32 
Total 100.0 60 
Forty-six point seven percent of the respondents will 
yell at others when yelled at, fifty-three point three percent 
will not. 
Table 65 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=6Q) 
Percentage N 
At times I feel I get a raw deal out of life. 
True 46.7 28 
False 53.3 32 
Total 100.0 60 
68 
Forty-six point seven percent of the respondents feel 
they get a raw deal out of life, fifty-three point three 
percent do not. 
Table 66 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (Ng=60) 
Percentage N 
I can remember being so angry that I picked up the nearest 
thing and broke it. 
True 46.7 28 
False 53.3 32 
Total 100.0 60 
Forty-six point seven percent of the respondents break 
things when angry, fifty-three point three percent do not. 
Table 67 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60) 
Percentage N 
I get into fights about as often as the next person. 
True 20.0 12 
False 80.0 48 
Total 100.0 60 
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Twenty percent of the respondents admit fighting as often 
as others, eighty percent do not admit it. 
Table 68 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N!C60:> 
Percentage N 
I used to think that most people told the truth but now I know 
otherwise. 
True 38.3 23 
False 61.7 37 
Total 100.0 60 
Thirty-eight point three percent of the respondents feel 
others lie, sixty-one point seven percent do not. 
Table 69 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60) 
Percentage N 
I sometimes carry a chip on my shoulder. 
True 11.7 7 
False B8.3 53 
Total 100.0 60 
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Eleven point seven percent of the respondents admit to 
carrying a chip on their shoulders, eighty-eight point three 
percent do not admit it. 
Table 70 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=60:> 
Percentage N 
When I get mad, I say nasty things. 
True 26.7 16 
F aise 73.3 44 
Total 100.0 60 
Twenty-six point seven percent of the respondents say 
nasty things when mad, seventy-three point three percent do 
not. 
Table 71 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=6Q.> 
Percentage N 
I sometimes show my anger by banging on the table. 
True 30.0 18 
Fal se 70.0 42 
Total 100.0 60 
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Thirty percent of the respondents bang the table when 
mad, seventy percent do not. 
Table 72 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N°=60) 
Percentage N 
If I have to resort to physical violence to defend my rights, 
I will. 
True 30.0 18 
False 70.0 42 
Total 100.0 60 
Thirty percent of the respondents will use physical 
violence in defending their rights, seventy percent will not. 
Table 73 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=60.'> 
Percentage N 
I have no enemies who really wish to harm me. 
True 25.0 15 
False 75.0 45 
Total 100.0 60 
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Twenty-five percent of the respondents feel they have no 
enemies, seventy-five percent do feel they have enemies who 
wish to harm them. 
Table 74 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N-60) 
Percentage IM 
I can't help being a little rude to people I don't like. 
True 38.3 23 
Fal se 61.7 37 
Total 100.0 60 
Thirty-eight point three percent of the respondents admit 
to being rude to people they don't like, sixty—one point seven 
percent deny being rude to others. 
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Table 75 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60) 
Percentage N 
I could not put someone in his/her place, even if he/she 
needed it. 
True 28.3 17 
Fal se 71.7 43 
Total 100.0 60 
Twenty-eight point three percent of the respondents do 
not put others in their place, seventy-one point seven percent 
will put others in their place. 
Table 76 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=60) 
Percentage N 
I have known people who pushed me so far that we came to 
blows. 
True 38.3 23 
Fal se 61.7 37 
Total 100.0 60 
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Thirty-eight point three percent of the respondents have 
fought with people who pushed them in some way, sixty-one 
point seven percent have not fought others. 
Table 77 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=6CO 
Percentage N 
I seldom feel that people are trying to anger or insult me. 
True 35.0 21 
false 65.0 39 
Total 100.0 60 
Thirty-five percent of the respondents seldom feel people 
are trying to anger them, sixty-five person do feel other 
people are trying to anger them. 
Table 78 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=6Q) 
Percentage N 
I don't let a lot of unimportant things irritate me. 
True 70.0 42 
F al se 30.0 18 
Total 100.0 60 
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Seventy percent of the respondents are not easily 
irritated, thirty percent are easily irritated. 
Table 79 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N^feO!) 
Percentage N 
I often make threats I don't really mean to carry out. 
True 21.7 13 
False 78.3 47 
Total 100.0 60 
Twenty-one point seven percent of the respondents often 
make threats, seventy-eight point three percent do not. 
Table 80 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=60:> 
Percentage N 
Lately, I have been kind of grouchy. 
True 63.3 38 
False 36.7 22 
Total 100.0 60 
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Sixty-three point three percent of the respondents admit 
to feeling grouchy, thirty-six point seven percent do not. 
Table 81 
Hostility Frequency Distributions <N=6C>:> 
Percentage N 
When arguing, I tend to raise my voice. 
True 65.0 39 
F aise 35.0 21 
Total 100.0 60 
Sixty-five percent of the respondents admit to raising 
their voice when arguing with others, thirty-five percent do 
not. 
Table 82 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60) 
Percentage N 
I generally cover up my poor opinions of others. 
True 81.7 49 
F al se 18.3 11 
Total 100.0 60 
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Eighty-one point seven percent of the respondents admit 
to covering up their poor opinions of others, eighteen point 
three percent do not. 
Table 83 
Hostility Frequency Distributions (N=60) 
Percentage N 
I would rather concede a point than get into an argument. 
True 58.3 35 
F aise 41.7 25 
Total 100.0 60 
Fifty-eight point three percent of the respondents would 
rather concede than argue, but forty-one point seven percent 
would rather argue than concede an argument. 
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Table 84 
Chi-Square Analysis of Battering Status and Self-Esteem 
Dependent Variable: Self-Esteem df Chi-Square Value 
On the whole, I am satisfied with 
myself. 3 60.00* 
At times I think I am not good at 
al 1 . 3 60.00* 
I feel that I have a number of 
good qualities. 3 1. 15 
I am able to do things as well 
as most other people. 3 4. 12 
I feel I do not have much to be 
proud of. 3 30.55* 
I certainly feel useless at times. 3 33.96* 
I feel that Ifm a person of worth, 
at least on an equal plane 
with others. 3 2.32 
I wish I could have more respect 
for myself. 3 34.76* 
All in all, I am inclined to feel 
that I am a failure. 3 36.00* 
I take a positive attitude toward 
myself. 3 28.84* 
<p=.05> 
* = Statistical significance at the .05 level. 
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The Chi-Square analysis of the battering status of the 
respondents, battered or nonbattered, and the dependent 
variable self-esteem revealed that the questions related to 
self-satisfaction, self-worth, pride, usefulness, 
self-respect, failure, and positive attitude were 
statistically significant at the .05 level. Consequently, the 
null hypothesis that there would be no statistically 
significant difference in the level of self-esteem of the 
battered and nonbattered respondents is rejected. 
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Table 85 
Chi-Square Analysis of Battering Status and Hostility 
Dependent Variable: Hostility df Chi-Square Value 
Unless somebody asks me in a nice 
way, I won't do what they want. 1 1.76 
I don't seem to get what's coming 
to me. 1 1.66 
I sometimes spread gossip about 
people I don't like. 1 .69 
Once in a while I cannot control 
my urge to harm others. 1 18.26* 
I know that people tend to talk 
about me behind my back. 1 13.01* 
I lose my temper easily but get 
over it quickly. 1 3.35 
When I disapprove of my friends' 
behavior, I let them know it. 1 .61 
When someone makes a rule I don't 
like, I am tempted to break it. 1 .06 
Other people always seem to get the 
breaks. 1 3.36 
I never get mad enough to throw 
things. 1 13.30* 
<p=.05) 
* = Statistical significance at the .05 level. 
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Table 85 (continued) 
Chi-Square Analysis of Battering Status and Hostility 
Dependent Variable: Hostility df Chi-Square Value 
I can think of no good reason 
for ever hitting anyone. 1 11.42* 
I tend to be on my guard with 
people who are somewhat more 
friendly than I expected. 1 .07 





I often find myself disagreeing 
with people. 1 .06 
When someone is bossy, I do the 
opposite of what he/she asks. 1 .60 
When I look back on what's 
happened to me, I can't help 
feeling mildly resentful. 1 32.41* 
When I am mad, I sometimes 
slam doors. 1 11.38* 
If somebody hits me first, 
I let him/her have it. 1 .41 
There are a number of people 
who seem to dislike me 
very much. 1 3.58 
(p=.05) 
* = Statistical significance at the .05 level. 
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Table 85 (continued) 
Chi-Square Analysis of Battering Status and Hostility 
Dependent Variable: Hostility df Chi-Square Value 
I am irritated a great deal 
more than people are 
aware of. 1 3.36 
I can't help getting into 
arguments with people when 
they disagree with me. 1 1.11 
When people are bossy, I 
take my time .just to 
show them. 1 4.59* 
Almost every week I see 
someone I dislike. 1 1.92 
I never play practical .jokes. 1 7.68* 
Whoever insults me or my 
family is asking for a fight. 1 4.28* 
There are a number of people 
who seem to be jealous of me. 1 13.30* 
It makes my blood boil to 
have somebody make 
fun of me. 1 .65 
<p=.05) 
* = Statistical significance at the .05 level. 
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Table 85 (continued) 
Chi-Square Analysis of Battering Status and Hostility 
Dependent Variable: Hostility df Chi-Square Value 
I demand that people respect 
my rights. 1 .34 
Occasionally when I am mad 
at someone I will give 
him/her the silent 
treatment. 1 5. 45* 
Although I don't show it, 
I am sometimes eaten up 
with jealousy. 1 .28 
When I am angry, I sometimes 
sul k. 1 . 13 
People who continually pester 
you are asking for a punch 
in the nose. 1 4.44* 
I sometimes have the feeling 
that others are laughing 
at me. 1 4.44* 
If someone doesn't treat me 
right, I don't let it 
annoy me. 1 1.68 
<p=.05) 
* = Statistical significance at the .05 level. 
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Table 85 (continued) 
Chi-Square Analysis of Battering Status and Hostility 
Dependent Variable: Hostility df Chi-Square Value 
Even when my anger is aroused, 
I don’t use strong language. 1 5.96* 
I don't know any people that 
I downright hate. 1 9.31* 
I sometimes pout when I don’t 
get my own way. 1 1. 14 
I seldom strike back, even 
if someone hits me first. 1 . 16 
My motto is "never trust 
strangers". 1 .26 
Sometimes people bother me 
by just being around. 1 .26 
If somebody annoys me, I 
am apt to tell him/her 
what I think of him/her. 1 .41 
If I let people see the way 
I feel, I'd be considered 
a hard person to get 
along with. 1 .30 
(p=.05) 
* = Statistical significance at the .05 level. 
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Table 85 (continued!) 
Chi-Square Analysis of Battering Status and Hostility 
Dependent Variable: Hostility df Chi-Square Value 
Since the age of ten, I have 
never had a temper tantrum. 1 . 13 
When I really lose my temper, 
I am capable of slapping 
someone. 1 .34 
I commonly wonder what hidden 
reason another person may 
have for doing something 





I often feel like a powder 
keg ready to explode. 1 8.52* 
When people yell at me, 
I yell back. 1 .26 
At times I feel I get a raw 
deal out of life. 1 21.69* 
I can remember being so 
angry that I picked up the 
nearest thing and broke it. 1 21.69* 
I get into fights about as 
often as the next person. 1 6.66* 
(p=.05> 
* * Statistical significance at the .05 level. 
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Table 85 (continued) 
Chi-Square Analysis of Battering Status and Hostility 
Dependent Variable: Hostility df Chi-Square Value 
I used to think that most 
people told the truth but 
now I know otherwise. 1 .63 
I sometimes carry a chip 
on my shoulder. 1 . 16 
When I get mad, I say 
nasty things. 1 .09 
I sometimes show my anger 
by banging on the table. 1 12.27* 
If I have to resort to physical 
violence to defend my rights, 





I have no enemies who really 
wish to harm me. 1 7.20* 
I can't help being a little 
rude to people I don't like. 1 1.76 
I could not put someone in 
his/her place, even if 





* = Statistical significance at the .05 level. 
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Table 85 (continued) 
Chi-Square Analysis of Battering Status and Hostility 
Dependent Variables Hostility df Chi-Square Value 
I have known people who pushed 
me so far that we came to blows. 1 5.71* 
I seldom feel that people are 
trying to anger or insult me. 1 .07 
I don't let a lot of unimportant 
things irritate me. 1 5.07* 
I often make threats I don't 
really mean to carry out. 1 .09 
Lately, I have been kind of 
grouchy. 1 4.59* 
When arguing, I tend to raise 
my voice. 1 .65 
I generally cover up my poor 
opinions of others. 1 1.00 
I would rather concede a point 
than get into an argument. 1 .06 
(p=.05) 
* = Statistical significance at the .05 level. 
The Chi-Square analysis of the battering status of the 
respondents, battered or nonbattered, and the dependent 
variable hostility revealed statistical significance at the 
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.05 level in the following areas: First, in controlling their 
urge to hurt others, people talking behind their back, never 
being mad enough to throw things, having no reason to hit 
others, sometimes feeling resentful, sometimes siamming doors, 
and sometimes resisting bossy people. Second, never playing 
practical jokes, when insulted wanting to fight, and feeling 
that people are jealous of them. Third, sometimes giving 
people the silent treatment, when pestered wanting to hit the 
person, sometimes feeling people are laughing at them, and 
never using strong language. Fourth, not knowing anybody they 
hate, sometimes feeling like exploding, feeling they get a raw 
deal out of life, sometimes breaking things, and fighting as 
often as the next person. Fifth, being angry enough to bang on 
tables, but knowing no enemies that wish to harm them. Sixth, 
knowing people that pushed them far enough to fight, not 
letting unimportant things irritate them, and being grouchy. 
Consequently, the null hypothesis that there would be no 
statistical1 y significant difference in the level of 
hostility of the battered and nonbattered respondents is 
rejected. 
CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
This chapter will provide a summary of the findings and 
conclusions of the study. The chapter is organized to present 
the study hypotheses in relationship to the findings and 
inferential testing, with a discussion of the limitations of 
the study and recommendations for further research. 
This study had two null hypotheses. The first hypothesis 
stated that there would be no difference in the level of 
self-esteem between the battered and nonbattered female 
respondents. The second hypothesis stated that there would be 
no difference in the level of hostility between the battered 
and nonbattered respondents. The Chi-Square analysis on the 
variable self-esteem demonstrated statistical1 y significant 
differences between the two groups in the areas of 
self-satisfaction, self-worth, pride, usefulness, 
self-respect, failure, and positive attitude. Consequently, 
the first null hypothesis was rejected. 
The Chi-Square analysis on the variable hostility 
demonstrated statistically significant differences between the 
two groups in the areas of controlling their urge to hurt 
others, people talking behind their back, being mad enough to 
throw things, feeling resentful, slamming doors, and wanting 
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to fight. Consequently, the second null hypothesis was also 
rejected. 
Concerning the inferential statistical analysis, the 
Chi-Square analysis of both self-esteem and hostility found 
statistically significant differences between the battered and 
nonbattered respondents. Consequently, the two null hypotheses 
were rejected. This finding indicates that at some level the 
two groups are different in their level of self-esteem and 
hostility, which corresponds to the findings in the previous 
1 iterature. 
The frequency distributions indicated that all of the 
respondents were female, between the ages of 18 to 60 years 
old, with the majority being between 23 to 30 years old. They 
were generally African American, with a very small percentage 
of Caucasian, Hispanic, or Asian respondents. The majority 
were single, followed by a smaller percentage of married 
respondents, and a very small percentage of divorced 
respondents. The greater percentage were college graduates or 
in graduate school, with a lower percentage of high school 
graduates or having a below high school education. 
The respondents were equally split into two groups of 
being battered or nonbattered, with a slightly lower 
percentage of respondents that had reported physical abuse to 
the authorities. 
Concerning self-esteem, the respondents generally felt 
satisfied with themselves, that they were good, with a number 
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of good qualities. They felt capable of doing things as well 
as most other people, but were evenly split in being able to 
feel proud of themselves. The respondents did not feel 
useless, and felt that they were people of worth. They 
reported having respect for themselves, and they did not feel 
like failures. Finally, they generally reported having a 
positive attitude about themselves. 
Concerning hostility, the majority of the respondents 
reported being resistant unless they were asked to do 
something in a nice way, they don't feel that they get what 
they are due, but they won't spread gossip about others. They 
reported being able to control their urge to hurt others, and 
they generally don't believe that others talk about them 
behind their backs. 
The majority of the respondents reported having a hard 
time controlling their temper and generally letting others 
know when they are angry. They are tempted to break rules, and 
often get mad enough to throw things. The respondents reported 
of often thinking of reasons to hit someone, and they are 
suspicious of overly friendly people. 
The respondents reported they generally do not slam doors 
when mad, or feel resentful, or disliked by others. They do 
report feeling irritated more often than people know, but they 
generally do not get into arguments with people who disagree 
with them. They did report that they rarely play practical 
jokes or fight with someone that insults them or their family, 
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but they did feel that people are Jealous of them. 
The majority of the respondents reported that they demand 
their rights to be respected, and they will ignore a person 
when they are mad at them. They deny being Jealous of others, 
but did admit that they will sulk or pout when angry. They do 
not feel that people laugh at them, and they are not annoyed 
when others fail to treat them right. They generally reported 
not knowing anybody they really hate, or using strong language 
when angry. They will seldom fight back, even when hit, and 
they generally trust strangers. 
The respondents reported that people sometimes bother 
them Just by being around, but they won’t tell the other 
person how they feel. They feel they are generally easy to get 
along with, and they do not have temper tantrums. However, 
they often wonder why someone would do something nice for 
them, but they won’t yell back when yelled at, they don't 
fight with others, nor do they feel they have gotten a raw 
deal out of life. They think most people are honest, and they 
don't carry a chip on their shoulders, or say nasty things or 
bang on tables when angry. 
The respondents reported having no real enemies, or being 
rude to people they don't like. However, they did report the 
ability to put someone in their place if they needed it. They 
do not feel people generally insult them, nor do they let 
unimportant things irritate them. They won’t threaten others 
unless they mean it, but they will raise their voice when 
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angry. The respondents reported they generally hide their poor 
opinions of others and they would rather concede a point than 
argue about it. 
The findings of this study are not completely consistent 
with previous studies on domestic violence. The previous 
literature demonstrated that victims of domestic violence 
suffer both physical and psychic affects. The physical 
injuries are in direct proportion to the type and severity of 
the assault, and the psychic affects may be agitated 
depression, fatigue, restlessness, loss of appetite, sleep 
problems, and difficulty in problem-solving (Gel les, Straus, 
1988). The victim of domestic violence may also suffer from 
battered woman's syndrome, depression, and a lower level of 
self-esteem than women who are nonbattered (Gel les, Straus, 
1988). 
However, the findings of this study did not support the 
previous literature. The reported self-esteem of the 
respondents in this study was generally quite high. The 
respondents generally felt satisfied with themselves, felt 
that they were good, and having a number of good qualities. 
They felt capable of doing things as well as most other 
people, but were evenly split in being able to feel proud of 
themselves. The respondents did not feel useless, and felt 
that they were people of worth. They reported having respect 
for themselves, and they did not feel like failures. Finally, 
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they generally reported having a positive attitude about 
themselves. 
The differences in the previous literature and the 
findings of this study may be due to the populations that were 
sampled. The nonbattered women selected for this study were 
not expected to have experienced domestic violence and were 
expected to have a high level of self-esteem. However, the 
battered women who were respondents to this study were in a 
shelter for battered women where they receive peer counseling, 
safety from their abuser, treatment, and group counseling. 
Consequently, this experience of being in a shelter may have 
elevated their level of self-esteem and created the 
differences that were found in the previous literature and the 
findings of this study. 
In regard to hostility, the literature demonstrated that 
hostility is being oppositional, antagonistic, and unfriendly. 
It may range from a state of mild to extreme and is generally 
associated to the level of anger one feels about a situation 
or towards another person (Bjorkvist, 1992). Other emotional 
and behavioral aspects associated with hostility are rage, 
fury, indignation, and wrath (Aver ill, 1976). 
Concerning the respondents hostility, the findings of 
this study indicated they had a low score on assault, moderate 
scores on resentment, indirect hostility, and irritability, 
and high scores on negativism, suspicion, and verbal 
hosti1ity These findings are consistent with the population 
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studied and previous literature. Battered women would be 
expected to feel very negative, resentful, irritable, 
suspicious of others, and verbally hostile due to these 
feelings. However, the same findings could be expected in the 
nonbattered group selected for this study, but for different 
reasons, especially since these respondents were graduate 
students in a social work program. These students are feeling 
pressured to perform in class and in their practicum sites. 
This pressure could increase their frustration and level of 
hostility which would be indicated in their responses on the 
questionnaire. 
The findings of this study are consistent with the 
theoretical frameworks of the social learning theory and 
cognitive theory. The social learning theory argues that most 
learning is gained by a person's perception and thinking about 
what they experience. It states that people learn by copying 
the example of others around them (Payne, 1997). Cognitive 
theory argues that behavior is affected by perception or 
interpretation of the environment during the process of 
learning (Zarb, 1992). It could be argued that the battered 
respondents in this study that demonstrated hostility 
developed and learned to express their hostility and anger 
through acting-out behavior as a result of having experienced 
domestic violence. These respondents after having experienced 
violence at the hands of a significant other in effect copy 
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that behavior in their interactions with other people. This 
would be consistent with the social learning theory. 
Limitations of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to determine if there was 
a difference in the self-esteem and hostility among battered 
and nonbattered women. The limitations of this study involved 
the small sample size of only thirty battered and thirty 
nonbattered women. This size sample prevents generalizability 
of the findings to the population as a whole, and restricts 
the findings to the respondents that were studied. Second, the 
sampling frame was purposive sampling, a nonprobabi1ity 
sampling procedure. For generalizability, a probability 
sampling procedure, such as random sampling, should be 
conducted. Third, the battered women in the sample were all 
residents of a battered woman's shelter. This fact may have 
affected the data related to self-esteem and hostility. Women 
who are victims of domestic violence who do not reside in a 
facility where they receive safety and treatment may 
theoretically have much higher levels of hostility and much 
lower levels of self-esteem than women who reside in a 
battered woman's shelter. Future studies regarding these 
variables should sample battered women residing in their own 
homes, rather than a battered woman's shelter. 
97 
Recommendations 
The purpose of this study was to determine if there was 
a difference in the self-esteem and hostility among battered 
and nonbattered women. In future studies on these variables 
and populations, it is recommended that a probability sampling 
frame be utilized, a much larger sample size be obtained for 
both groups, with a sampling of battered women that do not 
reside in a battered woman's shelter. These recommendations 
would provide generalizabi1ity from the findings to the 
population as a whole, with représentâtive samples, and a 
sample of battered women that have not received treatment for 
domestic violence and allow for a more accurate determination 
of their level of self-esteem and hostility. 
Concerning social work practice, social workers must 
recognize the tremendous impact that domestic violence has on 
the victim's level of self-esteem which may result in anger 
and hostility. The social worker should identify the 
cognitions related to the problem behaviors, specify the 
targeted problem behaviors precisely, and teach the client new 
coping skills to reduce their level of hostility and increase 
their self-esteem. 
Future research should examine these same variables of 
self-esteem and hostility with a larger sample size of African 
American women that are battered who still reside with the 
batterer. This research could examine the coping skills these 
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victims utilise to reduce or control hostility while living 
with their abuser. 
CHAPTER 6 
IMPLICATIONS FOR SOCIAL WORK PRACTICE 
In regard to theoretical considerations, cognitive 
behavioral theory argues that most learning is gained by a 
person's perception and thinking about what they experience. 
It states that people learn by copying the example of others 
around them (Payne, 1997). Based on this theory, the battered 
woman by experiencing violence is likely to respond with 
violence when aggravated by others. This theoretical approach 
attempts to teach clients how their cognitions can help 
explain the etiology and maintenance of their maladaptive 
emotional and behavioral responses (Zarb, 1992). It focuses on 
changing thoughts and feelings simultaneously, instead of as 
a precursor to changing behaviors (Payne, 1997). In this 
approach, targeted problem behaviors are specified precisely 
in operational terms, while seminal cognitions related to the 
problem behaviors are identified, since they function as 
stimuli in controlling the dysfunctional behaviors. 
In utilizing this theory with battered women, a social 
worker could use such methods as modeling, behavioral, and 
covert rehearsal during the therapeutic process to teach the 
client new coping skills (Zarb, 1992). Further, a social 
worker could utilize self-verbalization, problem-solving, 
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cognitive restructuring, and structural cognitive therapy 
which focuses on changing the way the client perceives their 
self and their actions (Payne, 1997). 
Finally, a social worker could also attempt to increase 
a clients sense of self-esteem by helping them practice 
self-control, to teach the client to think before they act. 
The purpose of this practice is to help the client consider 
the different outcomes of their behavior (Emery, 1989). By 
utilizing these techniques, it can not only result in more 
appropriate behavior but a sense of accomplishment in a victim 
of domestic violence leading to a higher level of self-esteem. 
Further, women that experience domestic violence often 
appear as suffering from Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder. The 
symptoms they describe correspond to the diagnostic criteria 
for this disorder. These victims have been exposed to a 
traumatic stressor that involved a threat or physical harm, 
and subsequently they experience fear, helplessness, or horror 
(American Psychological Association, 1994). 
Social workers that treat victims of domestic violence 
should address the recurrent memories of the trauma, 
acknowledge their feelings, and assess the frequency of 
hallucinations or flashbacks they experience. Further, the 
victims psychological distress of hostility related to their 
level of low self-esteem could be addressed through positive 
affirmations and changing the way the client perceives their 
self and their actions (Payne, 1997) 
The previous literature demonstrated that domestic 
violence is a serious social problem with long-term damaging 
effects. It has been demonstrated that the victims of domestic 
violence suffer both physical and psychic injuries which can 
result in low self-esteem and hostility. Since battered women 
suffer such psychological, social, and personal trauma, it is 
important that social workers conduct research on the causes, 
treatment, and prevention of domestic violence to confront and 
reduce this serious social problem. 
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CLARK ATLANTA UNIVERSITY 
Appendix A 
CONSENT FQRfl 
To all participants of this study: 
I am a graduate student at the Clark Atlanta University School of 
Social Work, Atlanta, Georgia. The subject of my Master's Thesis is: "The 
Relationship Between Hostility and the Level of Self-Esteem Among Battered 
and Nonbattered Women". I am submitting questionnaires to battered women 
who are residing in a battered woman's shelter, I am also submitting 
questionnaires to nonbattered women from various sites, you are one of 
approximately 60 participants. 
As part of this study, you are being asked to fill out the 
questionnaire and return it to me when completed. I truly appreciate your 
cooperation. 
Ply goal is to statistically analyze the information that you provide 
in order to better understand your experience and determine whether there 
is a difference in the level of self-esteem and hostility among battered 
and nonbattered women. 
The information that you provide will be kept confidential. In all 
written material and oral presentations in which I might use material from 
the questionnaire that you have filled out, I will not use your name, or 
any other identifying information. If I were to want to use any materials 
in any way not consistent with what is stated above, I would ask for your 
additional written consent. 
In signing this form, you are also assuring me that you will make no 
financial claims for the use of the material that you submit on the 
questionnaire. Your cooperation is sincerely appreciated. 
I,  have read the above statement and agree 
to participate in this study. 
Date  
I will participate in the study, but I prefer to remain anonymous 
 (Check if applicable) 
Sincerely Yours, 
Donna Horton, 
Clark Atlanta University 
School of Social Work 
223 James P. Brawley Drive, S.W. 





1) What is your age ? 2) Gender? 
1. Female 2. Male. 
3) Educational level? 
1.  Below high school. 
2.  High school graduate. 
3.  Some college. 
4.  College graduate. 
5.  Some graduate school. 
6.  Graduate degree. 
5) Race? 
1.  Caucasian. 
2.  African American. 
3.  Hispanic. 
4.  Asian. 
4) Marital status? 
1.  Single. 
2.  Married. 
3.  Divorced. 
4.  Widowed. 
5.  Native American. 
6.  East Indian. 
7.  Mixed Race. 
8.  Other-Specify : 
Domestic Violence: 
6) ave you ever been punched, slapped, kicked, hit by weapons 
or objects, or felt physically abused by someone with whom 
you were in a significant relationship? 
1.  Yes. 
2.  No. 
7) Have you ever reported being punched, slapped, kicked, hit 
by weapons or objects by a significant other to police or 
medical personnel? 
1.  Yes. 
2. No. 
Self-Esteem: Direction: Please circle the one response that best describes 
your opinion about each statement. There are no right or wrong answers. 
All information will be kept confidential. 
(SA=Strongly Agree; A=Agree; D=Disagree; SD=Strongly Disagree) 
1. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. SA A D SD 
2. At times I think I am not good at all. SA A D SD 
3. I feel that I have a number of good 
qualities. SA A D SD 
4. I am able to do things as well as most 
other people. SA A D SD 
5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. SA A D SD 
6. I certainly feel useless at times. SA A D SD 
7. I feel that I'm a person of worth, at 
least on an equal plane with others. SA A D SD 
8. I wish I could have more respect for 
myself. SA A D SD 
9. All in all, I am included to feel that 
I am a failure. SA A D SD 
10. I take a positive attitude toward myself. SA A D SD 
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Feelings of Hostility: Decide if each of the statements is true CTI» or 
false (F) as it pertains to you and circle your response. 
1. Unless somebody asks me in a nice way, 
I won’t do what they want. True False 
2. I don't seem to get what's coming to me. True False 
3. I sometimes spread gossip about people 
I don’t like. True False 
4. Once in a while I cannot control my urge 
to harm others. True False 
5. I know that people tend to talk about me 
behind my back. True False 
6. I lose my temper easily but get over 
it quickly. True False 
7. When I disapprove of my friends' behavior, 
I let them know it. True False 
8. When someone makes a rule I don't like, 
I am tempted to break it. True False 
9. Other people always seem to get the breaks. True False 
10. I never get mad enough to throw things. True False 
11. I can think of no good reason for ever 
hitting anyone. True False 
12. I tend to be on my guard with people who 
are somewhat more friendly than I expected. True False 
13. 1 am always patient with others. True False 
14. I often find myself disagreeing with people. True False 
15. When someone is bossy, I do the opposite of 
what he/she asks. True False 
16. When I look back on what’s happened to me, 
I can’t help feeling mildly resentful. True False 
17. When I am mad, I sometimes slam doors. True False 
18. If somebody hits me first, I let 
him/her have it. True False 
19. There are a number of people who seem to 
dislike me very much. True False 
20. I am irritated a great deal more than 
people are aware of. True False 
21. I can't help getting into arguments with 
people when they disagree with me. True False 
22. When people are bossy, I take my time 
just to show them. True False 
23. Almost every week I see someone I dislike. True False 
24. I never play practical jokes. True False 
25. Whoever insults me or my family is asking 
for a fight. True False 
26. There are a number of people who seem to 
be jealous of me. True False 
27. It makes my blood boil to have somebody 
make fun of me. True False 
28. I demand that people respect my rights. True False 
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29. Occasionally when I am mad at someone 
I will give him/her the silent treatment. 
30. Although I don't show it, I am sometimes 
True False 
eaten up with jealousy. True False 
31. When I am angry, I sometimes sulk. 
32. People who continually pester you are 
True False 
asking for a punch in the nose. 
33. I sometimes have the feeling that others 
True False 
are laughing at me. 
34. If someone doesn't treat me right, 
True False 
I don't let it annoy me. 
35. Even when my anger is aroused, I don't 
True False 
use strong language. 
36. I don't know any people that I downright 
True False 
hate. True False 
37. I sometimes pout when I don't get my own way. 
38. I seldom strike back, even if someone 
True False 
hits me first. True False 
39. tty motto is "never trust strangers". 
40. Sometimes people bother me by just 
True False 
being around. 
41. If somebody annoys me, I am apt to tell 
True False 
him/her what I think of him/her. 
42. If I let people see the way I feel, I'd 
be considered a hard person to get 
True False 
along with. 
43. Since the age of ten, I have never had 
True False 
a temper tantrum. 
44. When I really lose my temper, I am 
True False 
capable of slapping someone. 
45. I commonly wonder what hidden reason 
another person may have for doing 
True False 
something nice for me. 
46. I often feel like a powder keg ready 
True False 
to explode. True False 
47. When people yell at me, I yell back. 
48. At times I feel I get a raw deal 
True False 
out of life. 
49. I can remember being so angry that I 
True False 
picked up the nearest thing and broke it. 
50. I get into fights about as often as 
True False 
the next person. 
51. I used to think that most people told 
True False 
the truth but now I know otherwise. True False 
52. I sometimes carry a chip on my shoulder. True False 
53. When I get mad, I say nasty things. 
54. I sometimes show my anger by banging 
True False 
on the table. 
55. If I have to resort to physical violence 
True False 
to defend my rights, I will. 
56. I have no enemies who really wish 
True False 
to harm me. True False 
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57. I can't help being a little rude to 
people I don't like. True 
58. I could not put someone in his/her place, 
even if he/she needed it. True 
59. I have known people who pushed me so far 
that we came to blows. True 
60. I seldom feel that people are trying 
to anger or insult me. True 
61. I don't let a lot of unimportant things 
irritate me. True 
62. I often make threats I don't really 
mean to carry out. True 
63. Lately, I have been kind of grouchy. True 
64. When arguing, I tend to raise my voice. True 
65. I generally cover up my poor opinions 
of others. True 
66. I would rather concede a point than 
get into an argument. True 
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